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This paper empirically examines the e#ect on household consumption triggered by the
Hyogo Earthquake, which took place in January 1995. We utilize the empirical speciﬁcation of
the full insurance hypothesis with the panel structure of the Family Income and Expenditure
Survey from 1989 through 1997. The main ﬁnding is that the earthquake shock was not shared
between the damaged area and the other areas, despite the fact that the insurance capability in
this damaged area was above the national average.
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This paper, as a supplement to Kohara, Ohtake, and Saito [2002], empirically examines
the e#ect on household consumption triggered by the earthquake that devastated Hyogo
prefecture in January 1995. According to the 1998 report by the Fire and Disaster Manage-
ment Agency, 6,430 people died, and 512,857 housings collapsed partially or completely.
Among possible e#ects of the earthquake shock on the economy, it is important to analyze the
household reaction to such a catastrophic shock. In particular, it is worth examining whether
the households in the damaged area could insure such shocks on their consumption with those
in the other areas.
In this paper, we apply the full insurance implication to measure the earthquake e#ect on
household consumption. As Mace [1991] and others demonstrate, the full insurance hypothe-
sis implies that if idiosyncratic shocks such as shocks speciﬁc to individuals and regions are
perfectly shared in complete markets, then individual consumption moves similarly over time
among consumers. From the rejection of the hypothesis, we may infer the extent that
idiosyncratic shocks or region-speciﬁc shocks are uninsured. We take the Hyogo earthquake
incidence as an example of a region-speciﬁc shock.
For this purpose, we utilize one of the most representative panel data on Japanese
households, the Family Income and Expenditure Survey (hereafter referred to as FIES)
conducted by the Japanese Bureau of Statistics.
Following Mace [1991], Section 2 summarizes empirical speciﬁcations to test the full
insurance hypothesis, and applies it to examine the e#ect of the above earthquake event on
household consumption. Section 3 reports data and estimation results. The last section o#ers
discussions.
II. Empirical Speciﬁcations
Mace [1991] and others derive the following implication as to the full insurance



























t is consumption of household i, y
i
t is per household disposable income, C
a
t is per
household aggregate consumption, and e
i
t1 is assumed to represent measurement errors.
Under the null hypothesis of full insurance, a coe$cient on a change in per household
aggregate consumption (b1) is one, while a coe$cient on a change in per household income
(b2) is zero. In other words, we can test the full insurance hypothesis by examining the extent
that individual consumption growth can be explained by common time-speciﬁc factors
(aggregate consumption growth). As is well-known (for example, Deaton [1992]), if prefer-
ence is additive and separable in not only time, but also goods, then equation (1) is applicable
even to subcategories of household consumption. As shown in the appendix by Mace [1991],
however, even if the period preference is inseparable in goods, equation (1) may hold for








1g , where M is the number of subcategories, and a, qi,a n dg are given as
parameters.
1
We extend the above speciﬁcation to examine the e#ect of the earthquake shock on
household consumption. A region speciﬁc catastrophic event such as the Hyogo Earthquake is
likely to constitute non-diversiﬁable or aggregate components at the national level. Neverthe-
less, as long as catastrophic shocks are shared well between the damaged area and the other
areas, we still expect the equality of consumption growth among households under our setup
with homogeneous preferences and belief.
2
For the above purpose, we construct a regional dummy variable Dis, which takes one if
a household lives in the damaged cities including Itami, Kobe, and Nishinomiya, all of which
are in Hyogo prefecture, and zero otherwise. Replacing a coe$cient on per household

























Ac o e $cient b3 is expected to represent the degree to which the earthquake shock is allocated
between the disaster area and the other areas. Finding b30 suggests that the earthquake
shock was e#ectively insured throughout the national economy by way of either the insurance
markets, family insurance, self-insurance, or governmental help. A positive coe$cient b3,o n
the other hand, indicates that the earthquake shock was borne largely by the Hyogo area.
One subtle issue concerning the interpretation of b3 is that this coe$cient is also subject
to the region-speciﬁc insurance availability. As found in Kohara [2001], the insurance
availability is generically better in urban areas than in rural areas. Since the damaged area is
urban, the coe$cient b3 reﬂects not only the insurance capability speciﬁc to the earthquake
shock, but also speciﬁc to this urban area. To control for the two di#erent kinds of the
insurance capabilities, we split the full sample into three sub-samples: (i) the earthquake
period, which includes January 1995 in deﬁning growth rates for both consumption and
income; (ii) the pre-earthquake period; and (iii) the post-earthquake period. We are also
interested in F-tests for testing b2b30, to examine whether the perfect sharing of the
earthquake shock works at the national level.
III. Data and Estimation Results
1. Data




1, then the period utility is additively separable in subcategories of the consumption. The intra-
period elasticity of substitution is inﬁnite for g0, while it is zero for g.
2 Braun, Todd, and Wallace [2000] show that the allocation and pricing of such catastrophe risks depend on
properties of preferences, individual assessments of the likelihood of catastrophe events, and so on.
DC :;;:8IH D; I=: =ND<D :6GI=FJ6@: DC =DJH:=DA9 8DCHJBEI>DC: 6 CDI: 2006] ,,+households from 1989 through 1997, conducted by the Japanese Bureau of Statistics. While it
has been quite often regarded as cross-sectional micro household data, it indeed has panel data
structure. The FIES interviews the randomly sampled households every month. The sample
size is equal to around 4200 households. Replacing one sixth of the total sample (about 700
households) every month, the survey interviews the same households every month for six
consecutive months.
The sample of the FIES consists of three major categories of households, the household
of a proprietor, that with an employed head, and that with an unemployed head. While we
attempt to make the estimation sample as large as possible, we exclude the ﬁrst category of
households from the full sample because no information on household income is available for
these households.
The categories of household consumption used in the empirical analysis are the total
consumption, together with expenditure on services, nondurables, and durables, as broadly
classiﬁed categories, and food, housing, utilities, furniture, clothes, medical expenses, transpor-
tation, education, and recreation, as ﬁnely classiﬁed categories. See the data appendix for more
details on these categories of expenditure.
Exploiting the panel data structure of the FIES, we construct the growth in individual
household consumption over nine years. Among possible constructions, we compute one-
month changes, which are the shortest intervals we can take for each observation. We also
compute ﬁve-month changes, the longest intervals we can take for each observation, which
takes into consideration the slow adjustment of household consumption due to some frictions
or habit formation. Since the implication of the result with ﬁve-month changes is not di#erent
from that with one-month changes, the paper only reports the results with one-month changes.
As a variable representing a person-speciﬁc shock, we use the household income, which
consists of labor income, personal business income, property income, and social security
beneﬁts. We compute its growth rate for the estimation. If the full insurance hypothesis holds,
the realized person-speciﬁc shocks do not have any e#ect on a change in the household
consumption. Thus, we examine whether the coe$cient on income growth is signiﬁcantly
di#erent from zero.
3
We exclude any household in which consumption or income data are missing. The sample
size consequently amounts to around 3000 each month. Table 1 reports the descriptive
statistics for basic variables of household consumption and income.
Before reporting the estimation results, we make two remarks here. First, the empirical
results may be subject to the heterogeneity of household members. To account for this
possibility, we estimate the above speciﬁcation using not only the variables deﬁned per
household, but also those adjusted by some household equivalence measures. The empirical
results with due consideration for such heterogeneity do not di#er substantially from those
without one.
4 Throughout this paper, therefore, we assume that ‘individuals’ are interchange-
able with ‘households’.
3 Mace [1991] estimate with the ﬁrst di#erence in consumption and income in addition to the growth speciﬁc-
ation, and with a change in the employment status (from employed to unemployed, and vice versa) instead of the
income changes. We conducted the same estimation, and found the same implications as the results shown in this
paper.
4 One reasonable interpretation of a low impact of the equivalent measure correction is that the household
characteristics do not change substantially within a short period such as six months.
[December =>IDIHJ76H=> ?DJGC6A D; :8DCDB>8H ,,,Second, due to the Hyogo Earthquake that impacted the Kansai area in January 1995, the
survey failed to interview a substantial fraction of the sample households in this area. After the
earthquake, accordingly, the sample size was small in comparison with the usual size of 3000
households per month. It took six months for the sample size to return to the pre-disaster level.
We refer to this point later.
2. Estimation Results
As shown in Kohara, Ohtake and Saito [2002], for the entire period between 1989 and
1997, the full insurance is strongly rejected for most of the expenditure categories, although
idiosyncratic shocks are insured relatively well for the consumption of necessities such as food,
housing, utilities and medical care.
Table 2 reports the empirical result of equation (2) based on the earthquake period or the

































































































(1) The disposable income is deﬁned in terms of the sum of labor income, personal business income, property
income and social security beneﬁts.
(2) Standard deviations are in parentheses.
DC :;;:8IH D; I=: =ND<D :6GI=FJ6@: DC =DJH:=DA9 8DCHJBEI>DC: 6 CDI: 2006] ,,-sample period between August 1994 and June 1995. F-tests for both b11a n db2b30
indicate that the perfect risk sharing implication is rejected for the total consumption, as well
as for several expenditure categories. While this F-test is not signiﬁcant for some expenditure
categories, such as housing, utilities, medical expenses, transportation, education, and recrea-
tion, a closer look at the estimated coe$cient b3 indicates that b3 is signiﬁcantly positive, and
that the households in the damaged area indeed su#ered seriously from the earthquake shock.
The estimation result of equation (2) for the pre-earthquake period further highlights the
above interpretation. As Table 3 shows, the estimated b3 is negative for several items, thereby
suggesting that the damaged area originally enjoyed better insurance capability. The estima-
tion result for the post-earthquake period is quite similar to that for the pre-earthquake period.
T67A: 2. T=: EHI>B6I>DC R:HJAI ;DG 6 T:HI D; I=: FJAA ICHJG6C8:

































































































































(1) Standard errors are in parentheses.
(2) ***, **,a n d* indicate that the estimated coe$cient is signiﬁcant at the 0.1 percent, 1 percent and 5
percent levels respectively.
[December =>IDIHJ76H=> ?DJGC6A D; :8DCDB>8H ,,.Hence, we do not report the post-earthquake results in this manuscript. These estimation
results imply that the households in the damaged area failed to spread the earthquake shock to
other regions, despite the regional advantage of the insurance availability. In other words, the
damage of the earthquake shock overwhelmed high insurance capability observed in this
damaged area.
Before concluding this subsection, we point out one data problem with the above
estimation results. As mentioned above, as a result of the earthquake, the FIES failed to
interview a substantial portion of the sample households living in the damaged area. About
three quarters of the households in the earthquake area were out of the sample in January
1995, and it took six months for the sample size to return to the pre-disaster level. Considering
T67A: 3. T=: EHI>B6I>DC R:HJAI ;DG 6 T:HI D; I=: FJAA ICHJG6C8:


































































































































(1) Standard errors are in parentheses.
(2) ***, **,a n d* indicate that the estimated coe$cient is signiﬁcant at the 0.1 percent, 1 percent and 5
percent levels respectively.
DC :;;:8IH D; I=: =ND<D :6GI=FJ6@: DC =DJH:=DA9 8DCHJBEI>DC: 6 CDI: 2006] ,,/this issue quite seriously, the above empirical results may undermine the impact of the
earthquake shock because the FIES might have been forced to drop the households severely
a#ected by the earthquake from the sample.
3. Discussions
This paper empirically examines the e#ect of the Hyogo Earthquake on household
consumption based on a test of the full insurance hypothesis. The results estimated from the
panel structure of the Family Income and Expenditure Survey from 1989 through 1997
demonstrate that the earthquake shock was not shared e#ectively between the damaged area
and the other area, despite the fact that the insurance capability was originally high in this
damaged area. Due to the sample attrition problems caused by the earthquake, our empirical
results are fairly likely to undermine the impact of the earthquake damage.
There might have been several factors responsible for serious failure of sharing the Hyogo
Earthquake shock. First, while earthquake insurance was o#ered for households jointly by the
central government and private insurance companies, the earthquake insurance had not been
prevalent at all in Hyogo before the earthquake occurred. According to the Marine and Fire
Insurance Association of Japan, partly reﬂecting that the Hyogo area had not experienced
catastrophic earthquake for a long time, the average percentage of households who purchased
private earthquake insurance before the earthquake (in 1995) was only 3%; it was still 12%
even after the earthquake (in 2000).
Second, ﬁnancial assistance from central and local government might not have worked
su$ciently. Akai and Nagamatsu [2000] point out that there was not enough ﬁnancial
assistance from the central government to the damaged area.
Third, households did not save so much in preparation for the occurrence of natural
disasters. In this regard, our estimation result based on household panel data contrasts with
Skidmore [2001] that claims that preparation for natural disaster including earthquake is
responsible for high saving rates in Japan, and with Horwich [2000] that emphasizes the
importance of self-insurance in protecting those in the damaged area from the Hyogo
Earthquake shock.
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Classiﬁed Items Classiﬁcation: “the FIES Classiﬁcation Name” [Classiﬁcation Code]
Food “food”[1]
Housing “housing”[2]
Utilities “heating and water”[3]
Furniture “furniture and household goods”[4]




Transportation “transportation and communication”[7]
Education “education”[8]
Recreation “recreation”[9]
Others “others”[10] (excluding “entertainment expenses”[10.3] and “transfers to family members
and others”[10.4])
Services “eating out”[1.12]  “rent”[2.1]  “housing repairs and maintenance services”[2.2.2] 
“household services”[4.6]  “services related to clothes”[5.8]  “medical services”[6.4] 
“transportation”[7.1]  “automobile maintenance”[7.2.3]  “communication”[7.3] 
“tuition”[8.1]  “supplementary education[8.3]  “recreational services”[9.4]  “services
related to beauty”[10.1.1]  “other miscellaneous goods”[10.1.5]  “recreation included in
entertainment expenses”[10.3.4]  “services included in entertainment expenses[10.3.5]
Nondurables Food (excluding “eating out”[1.12])  Utilities  “household nondurables”[4.5]  Clothes
(excluding “services related to clothes”[5.8])  Medical Expenses (excluding “medical
equipment”[6.3] and “medical services”[6.4])  “textbooks and educational materials”[8.2]
 “recreational equipment”[9.2]  “books and other printed matters”[9.3]  “beauty aids”
[10.1.2]  “cigarettes”[10.1.4]  “food included in entertainment expenses”[10.3.1] 
“other entertainment expenses”[10.3.7]
Durables “materials for housing repairs and maintenance”[2.2.1]  “household durables”[4.1] 
“room ornaments”[4.2] “medical equipment”[6.3]  “automobiles”[7.2.1]  “bicycles”
[7.2.2]  “recreational durables”[9.1]  “furniture and household goods included in
entertainment expenses”[10.3.2]
(1) See the Report on the Family Income and Expenditure Survey for more details on the above classiﬁcation
codes.
=>IDIHJ76H=> ?DJGC6A D; :8DCDB>8H ,,2